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ABSTRACT

The extent to which secondary teachers in five
midwestern states were cognizant of and were using curricular’
materials developed by 10 nationally recognized social studies
curriculum projects is examined. The 10 curriculum projects include
Anherst's Units in American History, Anthropology Curriculum Study
Project, Berkeley's Asian Studies Inquiry Program, Carnegie-Mellon's
Social Studies Curriculum Project, Harvard's Public Issues Series,
The High School Geography Project, Indiana's American Political
Behavior, Lav in American Society Foundation's Justice in Urban
America Series, San Jose State's Economics in Society, and
Sociological Resources for the Social Studies. Objectives of the
study were to find out the extent to which teachers have heard,
examined, and received instruction in the use of project materials,
and, further, to identify significantly related variables, sources
through which teachers have heard about the materials, and the extent
and use of materials in social studies courses, Data were obtained
from a random selected sample of schools by means of a survey
questionnaire, Findings show that only one of the projects has been
heard of by more than 50 percent of the respondents; that respondents
who teach a subject dealt with by a particular project are more
likely to have heard and examined that project; that projects
producing interdisciplinary materials have a high percentage of
respondents having heard of the materials; and that even for the most
widely used project only 20.2 percent of the respondents report using
the materials. (Author/DE)
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DISSEMINATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
OF
SOCIAL STUDIES PROJECYT MATERIALS

Perhaps no field of education has changed more in
recent years than has the social studies. In the last
ten to fifteen years there have been considerable changes
in attitude as to what éhould constitute social studies and
important changes in teaching strategies designed to bring
about desired outcomes,

Much, but not all, of the efforts to chanyge the social
studies have been channelled through curricular materials

- developed by national curriculum projects., Iadegd, literally
millions of public and private dollars have been spent on
the assumption that the social studies could be changed by
getting teachers to use new curricular materials in their
classrooms.,

Ever since the new project materials found their way
into the market place, the debate has raged as to the extent
of their use and if used, their effectiveness. However,
little research exists on the extent of use of project
materials or on the effectiveness of the materials. And
what research does exist on the dissemination and use of
project materials was conducted prior to the time when the
projevt materials had been available to potential users for

a reasnmable period of time.
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The study reported on here dealt with the extent to
which secondary school social studies teachers in five
midwestern states had heard of and were using curricular
materials developed by ten nationally recognized social
studies curriculum projects. Specifically the study sought
to answer the following guestions: '

l. To what extent have secondary school social studies
teachers heard of the project materials in social
studies?

2. Through what sources have teachers heard of the
project materials?

3. To what extent have secondary school social studies
teachers examined the projecﬁ materials?

4. To what extent have social studies teachers been
instructed in the use of the project materials?

5. To what extent and in what courses are social
studies teachers using project materials?

6. What variables are significantly related to
social studies teachers hearing about, examining,

and using project materials?

PROCEDURE

Using lists of the public high schools in the states
of Michigan, Ohio, Illinois, Indiana.and Wisconsin, the
total number of secondary schools in the five states was
determined., Each state's proportion of the total number

of schools was then calculated and on the basis of this
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‘proportion, a total of 100 schools was selected for the
study: 13 in Indiana, 15 in Wisconsin, 22 in Michigan,

24 in Illinois, and 26 in Ohio. The schools within each

of the subsamples were selected by means of a table of ran-
dom numbers. Schools were selected as the sampling unit
instead of teachers due to our inability to secure lists

of social studies teachers for the states surveyed.

Data were obtained by means of a survey questionnaire
developed by the researchers. The first section of the
questionnaire contained 14 demographic items such as age,
sex, undergraduate academic major, NCSS membership, courses
taught, etc. 1In the second section of the questionnaire,
participants were asked to respond to an identical set of
questions for each of 10 nationally recognized curriculum
projects in social studies: the Amherst Project, Anthropology
Curriculum Study Project, Berkeley Asian Studies Program,
Carnegie-Mellon Project, Harvard Public Issues Series,

The High School Geography Project, Indiana's American
Political Behavior Material, Law in American Society
Foundation's Justice in Urban America Series, San Jose
State--Economics in Society and Sociological Resources
for the Social Studies., For each project there was a
brief description of the project, a description of the
materials developed, and a listing of the publisher., The
descripltion was followed by nine questions dealing with
various aspects of knowledge about and use of preject

material,
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Seven hundred questionnaire.. each with an explanatory
cover letter, were mailed to the principals of the 100
schools in the sample., Each principal also received a
letter explaining the nature of the project and requesting
coope—~ation in bcth distributing che questionnaire to social
studies teachers and in completihg a form specifying the actual
number of questionnaires distributed. Three weeks after
the initial mailing, a follow-up letter was sent to all
of the principals and two weeks after that telephone calls
were placed to the principals of those schools from which
no response had been received.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine the actual
response rate in this study. Two hundred sixty-three
questionnaires were returned (252 were usable) for a
response rate of 37.6 percent. However, few of the principals
returned the forms specifying the number of questionnaires
distributed to their teachers so we do not know the number
of questionnaires which actually ended up in the handé of
teachers. Further, the number of questionnaires sent to
a particular school was based on an estimate of the number
of social studies teachers necessary to staff a school
with a particular size student population. And in every
case, we sent one more questionnaire than we anticipated
would be needed. For those schools where the principal
did let us know the number of questionnaires distributed,
we generally overestimated by at least one or two question-

naires., All of this leads us to believe that the actual
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response rate was considerably higher thanh that based on
the original number of questionnaires sent to school
principals and that it was probably somewhat over 50

percent.,

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS

Before getting into a review of the data, it is
interesting to note some of the characteristics of the
respondents. Of the 252 respondents who could be coded,
33.1 percent came from Michigan, 21.5 percent from Ohio,
19.5 percent from Illinocis, 13.5 percent from Indiana,
and 12.4 percent from Wisconsin. Males made up 77 percent
of the respondents. Over half (58.4 percent) of the
respondents taught in small towns and rural settings,
However, 56.3 percent taught in schools with a graduating
class of 300 or more.

Respondents with ten or more years teaching experience
made up 51.8 percent of the total, and 71.5 percent had
taught four or more years in their present schools; 89,3
percent classified themselves as teachers with the remaining
10.7 percent identifying themselves as department heads;
53.2 percent wanted to continue as social studies teachers
with 35.1 percent wanting to be upwardly mobile within educa-
tion; 82 perceat did not belong to The National Council for
the Social Studies.

History majors made up 43.7 percent of the respondents
with 34.5 percent listing a general sociil studies degree

program, Very few had majored in the social science
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disciplines, The majority of the respondents (58,2 percent)

had an M.A. degree or higher,

FINDINGS

ITable 1: Heard of Project Material by State and Total
Respondents , |

When we examine Table 1 we see that only one of the
projects had been heard of by more' than 50 percent of the
respondents--the Carnegie-Mellon Project with 57.8 percent
having heard of it. Almost reaching the 50 percent heard
level was the Law in American Society Project (49.6 percent)
followed by the Harvard Project (44.l1 percent), the Indiana
Project (42.0 percent) and the Amherst Project (41.9 percent).
It is also interesting to note that the three behavioral science
projects funded by the National Science Foundation-- |
Anthropology Curriculum Study Project, High School Geography
Project, and Sociological Resources for the Social Studieg--
all came in at around the 30 percent heard level.

Among the various states there was considerable
consistency with the possible exception of Ohio where the
percentages lhearing of the projects were somewhat lower
than in the other states. It is also interesting to note
that the most widely heard of projects-~Carnegie, Law
in American Society, Harvard, Indiana, and Amherste--=do

reasonably well in all the states,
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Table 2: Heard of Project Materials by Subject Taught

Table 2 sheds some light on why certain projects are
more heard of than others, First, we find what we would
expect to find-=-that respondents who teach a subject
matter dealt with by a particular project are more likely
to have heard of that project than they are to have heard
of a project which deals with a subject matter that they do
not teach. Thus, we £ind 92.9 percent of those teaching
anthropology had heard of the Anthropology Curriculum
Study Project, 74.1 percent of thosc teaching geography
héd heard of the High School Geography Project, 69,7
percent of those teaching sociology had heard of Sccio-
logical Resources and sO on,

But it is instructive to note that projects such as
Carnegie-Mellon and Harvard, which produced materials in
several discipline areas or materials which can be used
equally well in several subject areas, have a high percentage
having heard of the materials regardless of subject taught.
Other projects such as the Anthropology Curriculum Study
Project, the High School Geography Project, the Berkeley
Project, San Jose, and Sociological Resources find that
their popularity is somewhat limited to those respondents
teaching the subject matter covered by the project. In some
cases this may be a function of the title of the project
or of teacher perception of what the project deals with and
not a function of the actual nature of the materials. A
case in point may be Sociological Resources, which produced

a series of materials(episodes) for use in courses other
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than sociology, including history courses., Yet only 25.9
percent of the U,8. history teachers and 24.2 percent of
those teaching world history had even heard of the sociology

materials,

Table 3: Examined Project Material by State and Total
’ Respondents

At the had examined level (Table 3), we find the
expected fall-off from the had heard of level. Forty~-two
and two~tenths percent of the respondents had examined
the Carnegie-Mellon materials, a fall-off of 15.6 percent
‘from the had heard percentage of 57.8 percent; 36.4 percent
had examined Law in American Society materials, down 13.2
percent from the had heard percentage; and 35,2 percent
had examined the Harvard materials, down 8.9 percent from
the had heard percentage. All other percentages at the
had examined level were below 30 percent with the bottom
being anchored by the San Jose P;oject where only six per-
cent of the respondents had examined the materials. The
project suffering the greatest fall-off from the had heard
to the had éxamined level was the Anthropology Curriculum
Study Project which dropped 16.4 percentage points,

At the state level we see that the Carnegie, Harvard,
and Law in American Society projects maintain their

relatively high percentages across the five states surveyed.

Table 4: Examined Project Material by Subject Taught

When we look at the respondents who had examined the

materials by subject taught (Table 4), we see the same
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pattern as earlier--teachers are more inclined to

examine project materials if the materials deal with the
subject that they are teaching. Thus, 44 percent of the
political science teachers had examined the Law in American
Society series and 42.9 percent of them had examined the
Indiana materials. A total of 78.6 percent of the anthro-
pology teachers had examined Anthropology Curriculum Study
Project materials and 63 percent of the geography teachers had
looked at the High School Geography Project. But as was
the case at the had heard level, only 11.9 percent of the
U.S. history teachers had examined the SRSS materials in
spite of the fact that some of these materials would be
useful in U.S. history classes., A similar situation

exists with other project materials,

Table 5: Use of Project Materials by State and Total
Respondents

In Table 5 when we consider the actual use of project
materials, we see that the Harvard materials were the most
popular, with 20.2 percent of the respondents reporting
using the materials. This is an interesting finding
sihce at the had heard and the had examined levels, the
Harvard project ranked no better than third behind the
Carnegie-Mellon project and the Law in American Society
project., At the 'use level the Carnegie project is ranked
second (18.7 percent) with Law in American Society
ranking third (17.6 percent). Only one other project
produced a use factor of more than 10 percent, the

Indiana project where 10.4 percent reported using the
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materials, The figures are even more dramatic when
looked at from the negative side of life; 94.4 percent
were not using the Amherst materials, 94.4 percent were
not using the Anthropology Curriculum Study Project materials,
98,9 percent were not us.ng the Berkeley Asian Studies
materials, 93.2 percent were not using the SRSS materials
and soO on.

Although there is some variation in use patterns by
étate, the patterns generally are similar to the pattern

found when total respondents are considered.

Table 6: Use of Project Material by Subject Matter Taught

When we examine use of procject material by subject
taught (Table 6), we find a similar pattern to that
reported at the other levels~-~the Carnegie and Harvard
projects show a relatively high percentage of use across
subject matter taught, while the other projects show a
relatively high percentage of use only in the subject
area where the project places its primary emphasis. Thus,
64.3 percent of the respondents teaching anthropology
were using the Anthropology Curriculum Study Project
materials, 33.3 percent of the geography teachers were
using the High School Geography Project materials, and
36.4 percent of the sociology teachers were using the
Sociological Resources materials., Surprisingly, only
7.4 percent of those teaching U.S. history were using
the Amherst U.S. history units, put 22,2 percent were using
Harvard materials and 20,7 percent wer: using Carnegie=

Mellon materials., Unfortunately, at the use level, the
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numbers we cce dealing with become quite small.

Table 7: Use¢ of Project Material as Percent of Total
Respondents, as Percent of Had Heard, and as
Perzent of Had Examined.

Table 7 looks at use of project materials as a percent

of total respcndents on a particular project, as a percent
of those who had heard of the project materials, and as a
percent of those who had examined the materials. It is
instructive to note that although only 20,2 percent of the
total respondents were using Harvard Project materials,
45.9 percent of those who had heard of them were using the
materials and 57.5 percent of those who had examined

the materials were using them. Apparently the majority

~ of those who examined the Harvard materials found them of
some value in their classrooms.

Second in use among those who had examined the materials
was the Law in American Society Project (48.4 percent)
followed by the Carnegie-Mellon Project (44.3 percent).

It is interesting to note the large jump made by the
Anthropology Curriculum Study Project from use as a

percent of those who had heard of the materials (18.9

percent) to use as a percent of those who had examined the
materials (42.4 percent). One might conclude that those
teachers who bothered to examine the anthropology materials
found them attractive and usable in their classrooms. However,
one might also conclude that only those teachers actually
teaching anthropology bothered to examine the materials and

that those teachers were the ones most likely to actually

use the materials.,
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On the low end of the scale, we see that only 4.5
percent of the respondents who had heard of the Berkeley
materials were using them and that only 9.7 percent of
those who had examined the materials were actually using

themn,

Table 8: Percent Receiving Instruction in the Use of
Pr_;ect Materials

Table 8 deals with those respondents who reported
receiving instruction in the use of project materials.
Instruction was not defined in the questionnaire so the
nature of the instruction reported probably covers the
range from college courses to institutes to one day work-
shops. |

In only one case, the Carnegie-~Mellon materials,

did as many as 10 percent of the total respondents report
receiving instruction in the use of the materials. However,
when those who reported receiving instruction in the
material is taken as a percentage of those who had heard

of the material, we see considerable increase in the
percentages with the Indiana Project taking the lead.

One might conclude from the data presented in this
table that relatively more attention has been given to
providing instruction in the Indiana Project, Sociological
Resources, the High School Geography Project, the Carnegie-
Mellon Prcject, and Anthropology Curriculum Study Project
than has been given to providing instruction in the other

project materials. In fact, it would appear that relatively
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little attention has been given to providing instruction
in the Harvard Project and in the Law in American Society

Project in spite of their popularity and use,

Tables 9 and 10: Source of First Hearigg

Tables 9 and 10 deal with the sources of first hearing
about project materials., As we can see in Table 9, professional
publications are the most freguent source of first hearing
(25.2 percent) followed by friend or colleague (23.7 percent).
It is interesting to note that the two most frequent
sources of first hearing are a formal means (professional
publication) and an informal means (friend or colleague).,

The low percentage of respondents listing the publisher
as a source of first hearing needs some explanation. Unfortunate-
ly, "publisher" was not one of the options listed on the
qguestionnaire. However, enough respondents listed publisher
in the questionnaire category for "other" that it deserved
coding and special listing. If "publisher" had been an option
on the questionnaire, one might assume that it would have
been checked by more respondents.

Table 10 deals with source of first hearing by project
and although there is some variation in where people
first hear about a project, the data confirm that professional
publications, friends or colleagues, and professional
meetings tend to be important places of first hearing about

the projects,

Tables 11--22: Heard by NCSS Membership

With Tables 1ll--22 we deal with one variable which
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was found significantly related to having heard of project
materials=-~NCSS membership. As you can see from Table 11,
NCSS members were significantly more likely to have heard

of project materials than were those respondents who were not
NCSS members. This relationship held true for all of the
projects with the exception of San Jose. Of course, it

is not surprising that NCSS members were more likely to

have heard of project materials than were non-NCSS members.
Given the fact that professional publications are a major

source of first hearing and given that Sccial Education

has made a concerted effort to bring information about the
projects to its readers, we would indeed be surprised if
NCSS members had not heard of the project materials., In
fact, we do have some evidence that NCSS members do use
more formal means of hearing about new developments than

do non-NCSS members, For six of the ten projects there

was a significant positive relationship between NCSS membership
and hearing about the project materials through professional
publications, Three of the other projects produced data
which lean in this direction with only the Amherst Project
showing NCSS members and non-members just as likely to hear
of the project through professional publications,

Further, four of the ten projects show a significant
negative relationship between NCSS membership and hearing
about the project through a friend or colleague-~ANCSS members
were less likely to hear about the projects through a friend
or colleague than were non~NCSS members. The ather projects,

although not showing a significant relationship on these
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variables, produced data which lz2an in the direction
of non-NCSS members using more informal means of communica-
tion than do NCSS members. Unfortunately, 82 percant of the
respondents in this study were not NCSS members.

But if all of this is not surprising, what is surprising
are the findings reported in Table l12--that NCSS members
who had heard of project materials were no.more likely to
go on to examine the materials than were non-NCSS members
who had heard of the materials. Apparently, thcse non-NCSS
members who had heard of the project materials share some
characteristic in common with NCSS members who had heard
of the materials that leads them to the next step, an
examination of the materials. Aand although not reported
here, NCSS membership was also not a significant factor
in the actual use of the project materials. This does not
mean, of course, that NCSS membership has no bearing on
the eventual use of project materials, for it obviously
is an important factor in first hearing about the materials.
But it should be remembered that NCSS membership in and of
itself will not lead a person to examination and use of
project materials.

Tables 1l1--22 are provided for your information so that
you can see how NCSS membership was related to having heard

of each of the curriculum projects included in this study.

DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES
One aspect of this study that we are not reporting on

today is the relationship of the remaining demographic
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variables to knowledge of and use of the project materials.
However, a quick scan of the data revealed only one variable
which produced a pattern similar to that of NCSS membership--
for nine of the ten projects, social studies department |
chairpersons were significantly more likely to have heard

of the materia}s than were full-time social studies teachers,
For the other variables there appear to be no patterns

to indicate that any of these factors were significantly
related to knowledge of and use of project materials,

Some isolated significant relationships were found, but

there were no patterns.

DISCUSSION

Now, what do we make of all this data? From one
perspective, it is certéinly discouraging to see that
70 percent of the respondents had never heard of SRSS,
HSGP, and ACSP and that only the Carnegie project had
been heard of by more than 50 percent of the respondents.,
And if one considers the millions of dollars spent on
these project materials, it is certainly discouraging to
see that for seven of the ten projects niore than 90 percent
of the respondents were not using the materials, and that
for the most widely used project, the Harvard Project,
that virtually 80 percent reported not using the materials.,
It is also discouraging to see that so few teachers had
received instruction in the use of the project materials
and especially so for those projects receiving relatively

high use.
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But from another perspective the data look less
discouraging., Almost all the thropology teachers had
heard of the Anthropology Curriculum Study Project and
64 percent reported using the materials. Of the geography
teachers, 74 percent had heard of HSGP and over 33 percent
reported using the materials. Of the political science
teachers, 24,2 percent were using American Political Behavior
and almost 30 percent of them were using the Justice in
Urban America series. And 36 percent of the sociology
teachers were using SRSS materials. Given the abundance
of materials available for classroom use, given the
constant battle which project materials face with more
traditional materials, and given the slowness of change
in education, perhaps we should be pleased and not at all
discouraged with the level of use of project materials.
This is not to say, of course, that we can not improve
our methods of communication or that we do not need to
increase our efforts at in-service education. Indeed,

a large potential market for the project materials is
uninformed as to even the existence of the materials,
But given the popularity of project materials within
subject matter, and given that the materials have
served as prototypes for future materials, perhaps all
our time, money and effort have not been wasted, One

would certainly hope not.



The tables presented here are from a study which sought
to determine the dissemination and implementation of national
curriculum project materials in social studies. The data are
based on the responses of 252 high school social studies feachers
in five midwestern states. The study was conducted during the
spring of 1974 and was reported on at the shth annual meeting of
The National Council for the Social Studies, Chicago, Tllinois,
November 26-30, 1974, Further information on the study can be
secured by writing to Thomas J. Switzer, 1022 SEB, The University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, L810kL,



TARLE 1

'EARD OF PROJECT MATERTAIL
BY STATE AND TOTAL RESPOWNDLENTS

STATE
Michigan Ohio Wisconsin Tllinois Tndiana Total
__1+ Respcndents
PROJECT N % N % N ™, N 1 N 9 1 o
Amherst 33 | 40,7 {I11 16 1.6 || 28 57.11116 |47.1| 104 {L1.9
ACSP 33 | Lko.2] 7 8 125.8 || 16 33.3 {10 1!30.3 74 20,7
Berkeley 17 | 20.5 |{1k 9 [31.0 || 18 36.7|| 8 |24.2 Fh | 26,5
Carnegie L4s | sk,9 {27 21 |67.7 || 30 61.2 121 |61.8| 1L5+}57.8
-
“arvard 39 | 47,6 1j19 18 (60,0 || 21 43,812 |36.4 | 109 jhk,1
“SGP 27 | 32.51 7 10 {32.3 || 17 34,7112 }35.3 73 129.1
Indiana W | L1,5 (23 9 129,0 || 19 38,3120 |58.8{ 105 [L2.0
law in Anm.
Society Lg 159,820 16 |51.6 || 27 55.11]12 |[35.3{] 124 [L9.&
Jan Jose 6 7.2 1] 2 7 |22.6 || 12 24,54 4 |11.8 21 {12.3
aRSA2 22 [ 27.211 9 12 138.7 || 17 34,7 11k (L1,2 75+ 20,0

“Total have heard respondents does not equal state totals comht:ine-d
due to state totals not ineluding one respondent who could not

be identif'ied by state.
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TABLE 3

'EXAMINED PROJECT MATERTAL
BY STATE AND TOTAL RESPONDENTS

STATE
Michigan Ohio Wisconsin |} T1llinois Indians Total
N=83 N=54 N=31 N=U49 N=3k4 Respondents
‘PROJ'ECT N 7% N 9, N % N 1 N VA N q*
Amherst 20 | 2kl L 7.4 111 | 35.5 ({17 | 3k.7 |12 | 35.3 | 64 |25.8
ACSP 17| 20.54 1 1.9 3| 9.7l 6 | 12,24 6 | 17.6}§ 33 |13.3
Berkeley T 8.4l 3 5.6 5 | 16.1 || 9 18,4l 7 | 20.6} 31 |12.5
~Carnegie 32 | 38.6{119 |35.2{{15 | uLB.4 {|22 | Lk,9{{17 | 50.0 || 106%fk2.2
Harvard 30 | 36,1 1k 25,9 [{1b | b5,2 |18 | 36.7 |11 | 45.8 | 87 135.2
“SGP 17| 20.5) 4 Tl 6 1 19.4 |{11 | 22,4 || 8 | 23.5 LG [1¢.2
Indiana 22 | 26,5116 |29.6| 5 | 16.1 |12 24,5 |{17 | 50.0 || 72 |28.8
somtery | 36| wafi0 [18.s |l use |lor | 2.0 flio 2o || o1 |
San Jose 3 3.64 1 191 & | 12.9 5 10.2 |} 2 5.9 1% | 6.0
SKSS 81 9.6| 5 9.3 7 | 22.6 |11 | 22,4 }j13 |38.2 || Lk |17.6

*Percents are based on total number of respondents on each prcjert,

*“Total have examined respondents does not equal state totals combined
since one respondent could not be classified by state.
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TAKLE 9

USE OF PROJECT MATERTAL
RY STATE AND TOTAL RESPONDENIS

STATE
Michipgan Ohio Wisconsin || Tllinois Indiana Total
=83 N=5k N=31 N=k9 N=34 Respondents
PROJECT ‘] 7, N 9 N 9, N K N 9%, N 7% %
Amherst 5 G0 1 1.9 2 6.5 3 6.1 1| 3 8.8 1k 5.6
ACSP 10 (12,04 O 0 1 3.2 2 Ll 1 2.9 14 5.6
Rerkeley 1 1.2|| O 0 1 3.2 1 2.04 0 0 3 1.2
Carnegie 17 [ 20,5 | 7 13,0}l 6 |19.k4 9 18.4 || 8 | 23,54 47 | 18.7
| .
Yarvard 13 12174 7 13.01l 8 [25.8 | 10 20,4 [l 7 20.6{ 50 | 20.2
HSGP L 424 1 191 2 6.5 5 10,2 |l 1 2.9 13 £e2
ai
Indiana 12 |1k.5 || 3 5.6 i 1 3.2 L B2l 6 |.7.6]|l 26 | 10.k4
—4
Law in Am.
Soclety 17 120,51 5 9.3 I 6 [19.4 || 10 20,4 f 6 117.6} ubk | 17.6
jan Jose 0o} o0 0 0 wz 6.5 2 Lijfo | O L | 1.6
SRSS 3 3.6 || 3 5.6Wh 12.9 3 6,1 | b [11.81} 17 6.8
18

*Percents are based on total respondents on each project,
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TABLE 7

USE OF PROJECT MATERTAL
AS PETRCENT OF TOTAL RESrPONDENTS,

AS PERCHENT CF HAD HEARD, AND

AS PERCENT OF HAD EXAMINED

PRAJECT AS PERCENT AS PERCENT AS PERCENT
' OF nF OF
TOTAL HAD HEARD HAD EXAMINED
Amharst, 5.6 13.5% 21.9
N=2/°
ACSP 56 18,9 42,0
N=2")
Borkalay 1.2 4,5 9e7
- N=PU4R
 Carnazie 18,7 32.4 Ll 3
N=251 |
Harvard 20.2 45,9 57¢5
¥=247
435°P 5.2 17.8 28,3
N=25L1. ..
Indisna 10 ou 2“’.8 36.1
N=250
Law in Am, Society 17.6 35.5 4R .4
N=250
San Jose 1.6 12.9 26.7
N=282
SRSS 6.8 22.7 38.6
N=250

000



TABLE 8

PERCENT RECETVIN. THSTRUCTTON IN TBE
USE OF PROJECT MATERTAL

PROJECT PERCENT OF TOTAL PERCENT OF THOSE
RESPONDENTS WHO HAD

HEARD OF MATFRTAT
Amherst 4 9.6
ACSP 4.8 16.2
Berkeley .08 3.0
Carnegie 10.0 17.2
Harvard 5.3 11.9
HSGP 5.2 17.8
Indiana 8.8 21.0
Law in Az. Scc, 2.8 5.6
San Jose 1.6 12,9
SRSS 5.6 18.7
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TABLE O

SOURCE OF FIRST

HEARING

OF PROJECT MATEKRIAL

 SOURCE N px
Professional
Publication 228 25.2
Project
Newsletter 82 9.1
Collave
Course 106 11.7
Professi~nal
-Mesting 159 17.5
Institute or
Workshop 105 11.6
Friend or
Colleague 215 23.7
. Publisher
54 6.0
Qther
73 8.1

*Percenta~es do not total to 100 due to resoondents

listing more than ane source of first hearing about

a project.
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TABLE 11

HEARD OF PROJECT MATERIAL
AS RELATED TO MEMPERSHIP T% TiE
NATIONAL COUMCIL FCR TVE
SOCIAL STUDIES

THCUECT xe af P* - C

Ambterss 14,0 1 <.0303 .23
ACSP | 13.3 1 , <,0004 .23
Berkeley 14,3 1 <,0003 .23
Carnegie 10.7 1l <.002 20
Harvard 5.4 1 <.03 .15
H3GF 8.4 1 <.00k .18
Indiana 9.7 ) 1 <.002 .19
lLaw in Am. Soc. 8.9 1 <.005 .18
San Jose 50 1 NS Ol
3RSS 16,8 1 <.0001 25

*With the exception of the San Jose Project, all of the relation-
ships are positive -- respondents who were members of NMSS were

significantly more likely to have heard of the various national
projects than were those respondents who were not NCSS Members.
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TABLE 12

EXAMINFD PROJECT MATERTIAL

AS RELATED TO MFIT'ERSHIP TN

THE NATICNAL COUNCIL FOR THE
SCCIAL STUDIES

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

PROJECT X2 if px C
Amherst M3 1 < ,52 .06
ACSP .16 1 ~ <.70 .05
Berkeley .33 1 ¢ 86 .02
Carnegie 2.12 B 1l < 15 12
Harvard .49 1 <.Ug .07
ZSGP .12 ) vl. £ .92 .01
Irdiana A1 o 1 <.53 .06
Law in Am, Soc, 2.12 1 <.15 .13
San Jose 1,92 1l < .17 .2k
3R3S 67 1 < .80 .03

*The significance levels reported in this table do not reach
the 0.05 level of confidence which was required throughout
the study to denote significance. The data are presented to
show trat NC33 members who had heard of project materiale
were no more likely to examine the materials than were non-
NCSS members who had heard of ihe materials,
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Had Heard

Had Not Heard

Had Heard

Had Not Heard

TABLE 13

HEARD OF AMHERST MATERIALS
BY NCSS MEMBERSHIP

NCSS MEMBERSHIP

_YES NO
67.4% 36.5%
103
29 2l
32.6% 63.5%
143
14 129
43 203 2L6
X2 = 14,0, df = 1, P<.003,C = 423
TABLE 1%
HEARD OF ACSP MATERIALS
BY NCSS I'ENMBERSHIP
NCSS MEMBERSHIP
YES NO
52.3% 24 6%
23 50 73
u7,7% 75.44
N
21 153 H
Liy 203 2l

X2 = 13.3, df = 1, P<,004, C = .23
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TABLE 15

HEARD OF BERKELEY MATERIALS
BY NCSS MEMBERSHIP

NCSS_MEMBERSHIP

— __YES NO
Had Heard 48,.9% 21.4% p
5
22 43
Had Not Heard 51,1% 78.6%
181
23 158
45 201 2Lé
X2 = 14,3, df = 1, P<,0003, C= .24
TABLE 16
HEARD OF CARNEGIE MATERIALS
BY NCSS MEMBERSHIP
NCSS MEMBERSHIP
YES NO
Had Heard 80.0% 53,44
145
36 109
Had Not Heard 20,0% L8.86%
104
9 95
b5 204 2ko

X? = 10,7, df = 1, P<,002, C = .20
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TABLE 17

HEARD OF HARVARD MATERIALS
BY NCSS MilMBERSHIP

NCSS MEMBERSHIP

YES NO
Had Heard 60.0% 41,0%
109
27 82
Had Not Heard 40,0% 59.0%
136
1R 118
45 200 245
xz = 50“‘. df = 1. P<o°3. cC = 015
TABLE 18
HEARD OF HSGP MATERIALS
BY NCSS MENBERSHIP
NCSS MEVBERSHIP
YES NO
Had Heard “6.7% 25.0%
72
21 51
Had Not Heard 53.3% 75.0%
1
24 153 T
4s 204 249

X2 = 8,4, df = 1, K.004, C = ,18

ERIC 00036




Had Heard

Had Not Heard

Had Heard

Had Not Heard

TABLE 19

HEARD OF INDIANA MATERIALS
BY NCSS MEMBERSHIP

NCSS MEMBERSHIP

YES NO
62.2% 36.9%
10
28 75 3
37.8% 63.1%
145
17 128
4s 203 248
X2 = 9,7, df = 1, P<.002, ¢c= .19
TABLE 20
HEARD OF LAW IN AMERICAN SOCIETY
MATERIALS BY NCSS MEMBERSHIP
NCSS MEMBERSHIP
YES NO
123
31 92
31,1% Ske7%
125
14 111
Ls 203 248

X* = 8,2, df = 1, P<,005, C = .18



Had Heard

Had Not Heard

Had Heard

Had Not Heard

TABLE 21

HEARD OF SAN JOSE
MATERIALS BY NCSS MEMBERSHIP

NCSS MEMBERSHIP

YES NO
15.6% 11.7%
? 24
84.4% 88.3%
38 181

u5 205

X2 = .50, df =1, P= NS, C = .05

TABLE 22

HEARD OF SRSS MATERIAL
BY NCSS MEMBERSHIP

NCSS MEMBERSHIP

YES NO
55.6% 24.5%
25 50
L4 4% 75.5%
20 154
L5 204

X2 = 16,9, df = 1, P<,0001, C = .25
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